We test core theories of the household using variants of a public good game and experimental data from 240 couples in rural Uganda. Spouses do not maximise surplus from cooperation and realise a greater surplus when women are in charge. This violates assumptions of unitary and cooperative models. When women control the common account, they receive less than when men control it; this contradicts standard bargaining models. Women contribute less than men and are rewarded more generously by men than vice versa. This casts doubt on postulates in Sen (1990) . While the absence of altruism is rejected, we find evidence for opportunism. The results are put in a socioeconomic context using quantitative and qualitative survey data. Assortative matching and correlates of bargaining power influence behaviour within the experiments. Our findings suggest that a 'one-size fits all' model of the household is unlikely to be satisfactory.
Introduction
Experimental economics has acquired a reputation for testing directly the assumptions of economic models. Yet while aspects of the subject, such as individual choice have been the subject of a steady stream of experiments, there is a scarcity of experimental work within economics on household decision making. 1 This is all the more surprising given that most humans live and make decisions within the context of a shared household.
The paucity of experimental research on household decision-making is not compensated by a profusion of insightful market or survey data. Much information is only available at the household level, making inference about intra-household behaviour problematic, though not impossible. For instance, results on aggregate data typically repudiate the unitary model in which household members act as if maximizing a single set of preferences (e.g. Alderman et al, 1995, Browning and Chiappori, 1998, Lundberg et al, 1997) . However, such aggregate data are much less useful for identifying the more appropriate among competing household models and clarifying the micro-structure of household decisions.
Experiments offer novel opportunities to test the causes of the failure of the unitary model and for comparing the performance of alternative household theories.
In short, experimental data provides a way around the problem that different household models frequently produce identical reduced form expressions and predictions, making the models indistinguishable using available non-experimental 1 Two exceptions discussed below are Peters et al (2004) and Bateman and Munro (2003) .
data. 2 At the same time, experiments involving married couples are fundamentally different from those with anonymous play between strangers, since couples care more for each other's well-being, interact repeatedly and are better placed for making conjectures about each other's behaviour. Experiments involving spouses therefore have their own methodological hazards, created by differences between actual contexts and formal household theories. 3 While the former is characterised by repeated interaction, uncertainty and asymmetric information, the latter, necessarily simplifications of reality, are generally static and abstract from issues of uncertainty and asymmetric information. 4 As Pahl (1990) and Woolley (2000) amongst others, have documented, asymmetric information about resources is a feature of many domestic relationships.
Husbands and wives routinely hide income and expenditure from one another. It follows that to be accurate predictors of real-world behaviour, standard models of the household need to be robust to the presence of asymmetric information.
We tackle these methodological issues using a suite of variants on classical 2 There is a shortage of empirical work testing the performance of alternative theories of the household. See Folbre (1984) and Rosenzweig and Schultz (1984) for an early debate on predictions, and Senauer et al (1988) on the issue of identical reduced form expressions. See also Haddad et al (1997) . 3 The repeated nature of real-world interactions implies that actions within the experiment may be undone by subsequent behaviour. To make robust inferences it is therefore important to have acts which cannot be wholly undone by subsequent and unobserved transfers between partners. Furthermore, since decisions within the experiment are likely to be influenced by equilibrium household behaviour outside the laboratory, it is valuable to have socio-economic data on likely correlates of the actions that do take place under the gaze of the experimenters. 4 In a world of certainty, a game played between husband and wife may generate an allocation as its equilibrium prediction. When uncertainty is present, this household equilibrium may be a sharing rule -a mapping from the set of possible incomes for each partner to the allocation of that income to its different uses (Ligon 2002 ). Different sharing rules may support or undermine efficiency in the household. Farmer and Tiefenthaler (1995) review the limited evidence on sharing rules, suggesting that alongside efficiency concerns, norms of fairness and equity play a role in their determination.
public good games and a sample of married couples from Uganda to conduct the first experimental test of the assumptions and predictions of several classes of household models. Our experiment, discussed in more detail below, generates tests of surplus maximization, the influence of endowments and control on individual payoffs, altruism and opportunism. Furthermore we obtain evidence on the sharing rules that female and male spouses implement.
Our main results can be summarized thus: surplus maximization is decisively rejected, while the identity of the decision-maker matters for efficiency -a greater proportion of the surplus is realised when women are in charge of the common account. These findings violate crucial assumptions of unitary models and cooperative models. Moreover, when women control the common account, they receive less than when men control it. This contradicts all standard bargaining models. Intriguingly, women's contributions are rewarded more generously by men than vice versa, and women contribute less to the household account than men do. This casts doubt on Sen's (1990) postulates of the undervaluation of female contributions and a female tendency to identify more closely with household interests, although to be fair he does not claim that these would hold in all contexts. The absence of altruism is rejected as decisively as surplus maximization. Love may indeed have got 'something to do with it', but at the same time we find plenty of evidence for opportunism -the tendency to hide initial endowments from one's partner even when one is in charge of the common account.
We place our results in a socioeconomic context using three additional sources of information: first we use data from an exit survey that covered all couples who participated in the experiment. Second, we take advantage of the fact that a minority of subjects had taken part in a previous and more extensive survey of household economic activities (Humphrey and Verschoor 2004, Mosley and Verschoor 2005) .
Using the former, we find strong support for a positive impact of assortative matching on household efficiency. From the latter we obtain some evidence that correlates of bargaining power affect behaviour within the experiment. Finally, some of our subjects were also participants in a follow-up study and we use the results of the qualitative interviews to cast further light on our results.
In Section 2 the main classes of household models tested are introduced and the predictions that we focus on spelt out. Section 3 presents our experimental design in terms of tests of hypotheses implied by these models. Section 4 reports on the research sites, and on the implementation of the experiments. Section 5 presents univariate and bivariate tests of our hypotheses and Section 6 examines the socioeconomic context and reflects on the implications of the findings of the qualitative follow-up survey. Section 7 concludes.
Background and motivation
Most formal models of household behaviour can be classified under the rubrics unitary, Pareto-efficient or cooperative and non-cooperative models (Alderman et al, 1995 , Haddad et al. 1997 ). In the unitary approach (Samuelson 1956 , Becker 1965 ), the household is modelled as a single agent with a unified set of preferences: all income is therefore pooled and the identity of the income recipient does not affect household decisions. A number of models step beyond this simple classification, such as Lundberg and Pollak (1993)'s separate-spheres theory and Sen's (1990) cooperative conflict model, an influential hybrid theory tailored for developing country contexts. In the latter, the perceived interests and perceived contributions of a household member also affect intra-household distribution. In particular he postulates that women identify more closely than men with the household's interests and should be expected to invest more, but these female contributions also tend to be undervalued. This undervaluation will 'vary from one society to another' with its effect being 'more regressive for women in some societies ' (1990: 137) .
Early empirical tests focused on the income pooling assumption in unitary models and the notion that intrahousehold allocations are independent of the identity of the person earning income or controlling an asset (e.g. Schultz 1990 , Thomas 1990 , Browning et al, 1994 In addition, we test the hypotheses that altruism (VIII) and opportunism 6 (IX) are absent, the former because it is natural to do so, the latter to see in the light of the evidence that married partners routinely hide assets from each other.
Design
The vehicle for our hypothesis tests is the following set of variants of a two- There are nine possible variants of the game and they are summarised in Table   1 games that were omitted from the final design because of the lack of interaction between partners and our desire to examine issues of trust. The numbers listed in the other cells label the variants used in the experiment. Two cells contain two numbers because these variants were conducted in both locations.
TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE
Let us now consider predictions in Table 2 where the numbering corresponds with the tests announced in Section 2. In all variants of the game, total surplus maximization (I) implies that each player should set x i = N i. The null hypothesis that efficiency is independent of the identity of the allocator (II) can be tested for by comparing total contributions, i.e. x 1 + x 2 , in games 3 with 5 and 8 with 9, respectively.
Moreover, the hypothesis that endowment raises payoffs (III) implies that N i -x i + z i should increase with N i and can be tested by comparing behaviour in variant 2 with 5 and behaviour in 3 with 6. The hypothesis that control raises payoffs (IV) implies that N i -x i + z i should be higher with control than without. Alternatively, since one agent has no control over their partner's contribution we can test the hypothesis that z i /y is higher with control by comparing behaviour in variant 2 with 6, 3 with 5 and 8 with 9.
We define the degree of reciprocity, or contribution-based sharing, as the responsiveness of the allocation of the common account by one spouse to the contribution made by the partner. We are able to test the null hypothesis that reciprocity is zero (V) in variants 2, 3, 5, 6, 8 and 9. In the same variants gender differences in contribution-based rewards, and in particular a potential undervaluation of female contributions (VI), may be detected. Meanwhile if a household sharing rule exists then the responsiveness of men to female contributions should be equal to the responsiveness of women to male contributions.
If women anticipate, correctly or not, that their contributions will be undervalued, they may contribute less to the common pool than men even if they would have contributed more than men had they anticipated that their contributions would be valued equally. The only clear indication of a relatively strong intrinsic female preference for contributing to the common pool (VII) is therefore provided in the variants in which the sharing rule is fixed, by comparing male with female behaviour in variants 1 and 7, respectively, as well as in variant 4.
The null hypothesis in the test for altruism (VIII) is that z -i = 0, where z -i is the allocation to the other partner, when i is in control of the allocation.
In all the games, the private endowment N i was revealed only to individual i.
The common account and the final allocation from that account was common knowledge. In the {4,000: 0} games both partners were told that one of them received nothing, and the other some amount between zero and 4,000. Meanwhile, in the {2,000: 2,000} games both partners were told that they received some, potentially different amount between 100 shillings and 4,000 shillings.
We did not reveal full information about each individual's endowment, in part as a response to ethical concerns about the creation of family disputes if all information was revealed. As we mentioned above, theories of household behaviour have had little to say on the impact of asymmetric information on outcomes, despite the widespread evidence of its presence within the household. A total surplus maximizer has no incentive to withhold contributions, even with asymmetric information. Other types of players may wish to hide some or all of their endowment from their partner. In the experiment, they could achieve this by not placing it in the common pool, but because there are other motives for not investing which would apply even if endowments were common knowledge, we cannot simply interpret all failures to invest as evidence of attempted deception. For instance a selfish player in variants 1, 4 or 7 may not invest any sum because the net private return is negative.
The clearest evidence of attempts to deceive is therefore provided in variants where the potential investor also controls the allocation. In this context we measure opportunism as the difference N i -x i in games where player i has N i > 0 and is the allocator. In variants 3, 5, 8, 9, we test the null hypothesis that opportunism is zero (IX). We chose to locate the experiments in these two areas partly because of the expectation that we would see distinctive forms of conjugality determined by the predominantly Christian nature of Sironko and the Muslim character of Bufumbo.
Context
However, other differences such as in cropping patterns, and therefore gender divisions of labour, are possibly more likely to explain the variations between the two sites that emerge in our experimental results (see Section 7).
Most residents of Sironko and Bufumbo are Bagisu, a group known for very high levels of violence which is predominantly within kin groups, perpetrated by men on other men, and closely linked to accusations of thieving and witchcraft (Heald 1998 , Roscoe 1924 , La Fontaine 1959 . According to Heald (1998) , this is driven by intense conflict over access to resources, and gender ideals of male provider roles which are increasingly difficult for men to fulfil. Her emphasis on the absence of trust between male kin is echoed in broader research on comparative social capital, in which the district emerges as having extremely low levels of expressed trust, low levels of voluntary activity, and a low social capital index compared to seven other Ugandan locations (Widner and Mundt 1998).
If kinship, for men, is infused with mistrust, marriage is a comparative haven of trust despite the instability of marriage amongst the Gisu. Gender relations between men and women are expressed formally in terms of absolute male control, but in reality women have considerable freedom to marry who they choose, divorce and remarry readily when marriage is unsatisfactory, and generally exercise the power that comes from men's dependence on marriage for managing their reputations, and achievement of an important element of adult masculinity. Marital failure has very dramatic consequences for men, and may be fatal, since bachelors and divorced men are socially ridiculed, suspected of sorcery and theft, and ultimately sanctioned with violence (Heald 1998 ).
The experiments in Sironko took place on consecutive days in March 2005
with experiments implemented in Bufumbo on the following day. Venues were a Roman Catholic church (Sironko) and the headquarters of the sub-county (Bufumbo).
LC1 chairmen (leaders of a village council) were approached two weeks beforehand and asked to mobilise the couples that took part in the previous survey (see Section 1) .
In addition they were asked to recruit additional (co-habiting) married couples to make up the required number for the experiments. Collusion within a single game was avoided by a threat of exclusion (which proved to be highly effective); collusion between games on the same day was avoided by keeping waiting groups apart in a school (Sironko) or separately on the grass (Bufumbo). Collusion across days (relevant for Sironko only) was mitigated by playing the unequal-endowment games on the first day and the equal-endowment games the next day.
Results
We first present an overview of the basic results, with simple univariate and bivariate hypotheses tests. In the following section we use data from the exit survey for more in-depth examination of household and spousal characteristics that impact on efficiency and therefore team performance, i.e. household capacity to realise cooperative gains. Figure 1 shows the distribution of total surplus, measured as a fraction of the potential total for the 9 different variants. Reinforcing the message of Table 3, there are compelling contrasts between the variants, but in a narrow majority of observations the total surplus is not realised. However, in all variants except 8 and 9
Tests of surplus maximisation (I) Finding 1: Surplus maximisation is rejected
(the Bufumbo variants) the modal surplus is 1, and in variants 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 the median surplus is 1. Overall, in Sironko a clear majority of couples (56.5%) maximize total surplus, but in Bufumbo no couple realises more than 90 % of the total surplus.
Using a two-sided, unequal variances t-test we examine the null hypothesis that location makes no difference to the surplus generated, by comparing outcomes in games 8 and 9 with 3 and 5 respectively. In both comparisons the null hypothesis is rejected with p values of 0.005 and 0.0004 respectively. In short therefore, the realisation of cooperative potential and thus the size of efficiency losses in the two locations is very different and this is one of the major lessons of our paper.
Finding 3: A fixed sharing rule does not alter contribution levels
We test whether control of the allocation of the common pool makes a difference to contribution levels in two ways. First we compare variants with a 50:50 split to ones where one partner controls the allocation. There are four comparisons of this kind (see Table 4 ) and the tests are two-sided since there are arguments on both sides about how transferring control (decision-making power) might impact on contributions. In this table 'Mean y' is the fraction of the total available surplus realised in the game. Results for the test (the t-statistic and below it the associated probability value) are given in the final column of the Secondly we compare levels of contribution in the variants where the man controls the allocation of the common pool to levels of contribution in variants where the woman makes the decision (see the second part of Table 4 ). Again the test is twosided. The null (hypothesis II) is rejected at the 5% level in Sironko and rejected at the 10% level in Bufumbo. In both sites, total surplus is higher when women control the allocation (games 5 and 9).
Obviously total contribution is the sum of the contributions by the two partners, so we can dig deeper by analysing the impact of control on individual contributions. Table 5 summarises the six comparisons, four of which involve variants in which both partners received endowments and two where one partner received the entire endowment.
The column headed 'Mean x' shows mean contribution levels, x, by gender for the relevant variants. The adjacent column shows respectively the t statistic and probability value for a two tailed independent samples test that the mean values of x are the same in each variant being compared. For each comparison, wives control the allocation for the second variant listed and in each case female control leads to higher contribution by both sexes. In short, both genders invest more when women are in 7 Whether a fixed sharing outperforms discretionary allocations by spouses with regard to efficiency is likely to depend on the chosen sharing rule. In terms of incentive provision, the adopted 50/50 split is a primitive rule; even so Sironko spouses fail to outperform the 50/50 split.
charge of the allocation. In one case (women in Bufumbo) the difference between games is significant at the 1% level. In two other cases it is significant at the 10% level with a two sided test. The final two columns depict the fraction of the final payoff received by each gender and then the mean payoff. The asterisks indicate significant differences, but to save space the values of the t-statistic and associated p values are not reported. A common pattern emerges: contrary to predictions of standard bargaining models, greater control is associated with the receipt of a lower fraction of total payoffs and simultaneously a lower absolute level of payoff. 
Test of opportunism (IX) Finding 5: The null of no opportunism is rejected
We can also use Table 5 to test for opportunism. If there is no opportunism, the value of mean x for male players in games 3 and 8 should equal 2000, as should the value of mean x for female players in games 5 and 9. In all cases the null hypothesis is rejected, with p values of 0.000.
Tests of the impacts of endowments on payouts (III) Finding 6: While male allocators respond to changes in endowments in accordance with theoretical predictions, female allocators do not
Above we found that decision-making power or control was not associated with higher payoffs. We now turn the attention to another potential source of power, namely that associated with resource control or endowments. To identify the effect of initial endowments on receipts from the common pool when the same spouse decides the split, receipts in games 2 and 5 are compared with those of games 3 and 6. In 
Tests of contribution-based sharing (reciprocity) (V) Finding 7: We find evidence for male reciprocity in Sironko, but not in Bufumbo and no evidence for female reciprocity
For the relevant variants figure 2 summarises the extent to which spouses repay the contribution of their partners. It plots the allocation to the non-controlling spouse against individual contribution levels together with lines of best fit. 
Tests of gender differences in contributions and relative valuations of contributions (VII and VI) Finding 8: We find no evidence that women contribute more to the common pool than men do
For the variants in which the sharing rule is fixed, so that contributions cannot be interpreted as being influenced by expectations of the spouse's generosity, we find no statistically significant differences in contribution levels ( Table 7) . Turning to Bufumbo, women contribute slightly less and receive more than men when men are in control, but neither of these differences is statistically significant. With female control men receive more from the game than women and contribute less, with only the latter being statistically significant (p=0.035, one-tailed t-test). It would thus seem that Sen's concepts of perceived interests and contributions perform rather poorly. Inequality in these variants is driven not by exploitation of the spouse by the party in control -but rather by generosity by the spouse in control vis-à-vis the partner. Where inequality in receipts emerges, more power thus has the opposite effect of what most theories would predict.
Tests of altruism (VIII) Finding 10: The null of no altruism is rejected
The data can be used to test for the absence of altruism. In all cases the absence is decisively rejected at any recognised significance levels.
To sum up: although surplus maximization is the most common outcome in the experiment the majority of partners do not contribute their full endowment to the common pool. In Bufumbo no couple achieves the maximum available surplus. We find clear evidence of opportunism and that, contrary to the predictions of standard bargaining models, having control of the allocation reduces the payoff. On the other hand, higher endowment does not necessarily lead to higher payoffs but there is again a noted gendered difference in whether this prediction holds or not. There is evidence that female control leads to greater contribution in both sexes. We find no evidence that women want to contribute more to the common pool than men nor that their contributions are undervalued by men.
Socio-economic effects
In this section we contextualise the results presented in Section 5 by relating them to the socio-economic characteristics of spouses and households. First, let us focus on contributions to the common pool. To examine if surplus maximisation is affected by the characteristics of spouses, the ratio of total contributions to total endowments is regressed on socio-economic variables while controlling for location and games. The unconditional expected values from a Tobit are given in Table 8 .
Three variants of the equation are presented: first the data pooled across all participants and then husbands and wives estimated separately. In the pooled equation, the total contribution is negatively affected by the age of the wife (a quadratic term on age is not statistically significant). This is a result of two forces. First, older women contribute less to the common pool than younger women. Second, husbands with older wives contribute less. Both these effects operate in the same direction and hence contributions drop with age of wife. 9 The above results capture the overall contribution behaviour of the couples.
To examine for possible heterogeneity in the behaviour of spouses similar regressions for husbands and wives are separately estimated and results reported in subsequent columns. The results supporting the importance of assortative matching come out less strongly in these regressions, but the difference in male and female contribution behaviour is interesting. Men married to women with the same level of education contribute significantly more; but matching in education is not significant for female contributions. Women married to men with the same occupation as their own contribute significantly more; but matching in employment is not a significant determinant of men's contributions. Hence, the influence of assortative matching seen in the pooled regressions is mainly a result of the effect of educational matching for men and occupational matching for women. The contribution of men to the common pool increases if they are married to women of similar education as theirs and the contribution of women increases if they are married to men with the same occupation as theirs. In both cases spouses married to teachers contribute more (at least at 10% level of significance). In addition, the negative effect on contribution of the age of the other spouse holds in both cases; both men and women with older spouses contribute less.
We now turn to the behaviour of spouses when distributing the common pool.
The reciprocity of husbands (wives) to their wives (husbands) can be measured by examining how much money husbands allocate to their wives (husbands) in games where they decide the allocation -games 3, 6 and 8 for husbands and games 2, 5 and 9 for wives. For games 3, 6 and 8 the amount wives receive and for games 2, 5 and 9 the amount husbands receive are regressed on the same socio-economic variables as before. The results are given in Table 9 .
TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE
As indicated in previous sections, husbands reciprocate to their wives more than wives do. For a shilling contribution from wives, husbands give them 1.5
shillings -the contribution plus the surplus -but wives give their husbands less than that. 10 The socio-economic variables in the tobit for males are not significant. But in the regression for females, 'same education' and 'husband's age' are significant. The two contrasting results would seem to suggest that while husbands' distributional behaviour is determined by some fixed rule independent of the socio-economic characteristics of spouses, female behaviour is influenced by male characteristics. It is also interesting to note that the coefficients on 'same occupation' and 'husband's age' are of opposite signs to those in the contribution regressions. Wives invest more when married to young husbands with the same occupation as their own; but they allocate more of the common pool to older husbands with a different occupation.
Different sets of factors thus seem to influence contribution and allocation decisions.
In the sample, a subset of 68 couples had taken part in the previously mentioned survey. Information on whether women keep receipts from crop sales was gathered in the survey; this can be used as a reflection of 'bargaining power' of women. Table 10 shows the results for an OLS regression with robust standard errors. Female receipts in the games are regressed on dummy variables for Bufumbo ("Bufumbo"), for games where men control the allocation ("Male control"), for games with the 50:50 rule ("Equal") and for whether women keep receipts from crop sales ("Keep"); in addition, the initial endowment of males in the games is included. As the coefficient for 'keep' indicates, women with stronger 'bargaining power' receive more in the games (the coefficient is statistically significant at 5% level). The follow-up qualitative survey found that subjects, interviewed separately and simultaneously as couples, were positive about their experience of the experiment.
The retention of the money used in the game was obviously popular, but many spontaneously mentioned that the game had taught them about saving and sharing.
Respondents were asked what was in their minds when they decided on how much to retain and to allocate to the common pool and some responses suggest that particular needs at the time of the games were uppermost in some women's minds, such as getting money to buy seeds for personal plots, thus raising the possibility that allocation behaviour may be seasonally varied. Corfman and Lehmann (1987) found that couples use experiments to further relationship goals, and something of this may be going on here as well. Some responses indicated that the games were seen as occasions to demonstrate generosity towards a partner, or indeed to show the game managers that they had complied with what they saw as the 'lesson' of the game -pooling is a good thing and thus rewarded.
To the extent that these responses were indicative of the whole sample it would suggest that greater co-operation was observed in the experiment than might be true of routine household decision-making.
Some thoughts on the findings
We began this paper by noting the widespread field evidence against the unitary model. Our results confirm this evidence: on average 21% of the surplus available remains unclaimed, suggesting that spouses are willing to pay a significant price to retain control over their own endowments. At the same time, subjects were publicly generous, with the typical controller of the allocation receiving less than 50% of the payout.
Sen's perceived interest hypothesis would suggest that women would be inclined to allocate most, or even all of their endowment to the household pool, but the experiments showed this not to be the case. There was no evidence of women wanting to contribute more to the common pool than men. This may mean that they do not see their wellbeing as spouse-dependent in this way or that they do but chose to behave differently in the context of the game, or that they articulate relational wellbeing as a cultural convention whilst actually behaving differently. There is little evidence thus far that the female participants in these games, as Sen suggested, have a lower sense of their personal welfare than men.
Our examination of allocation behaviour in relation to socio-economic characteristics of spouses also suggests that the allocation behaviour of husbands is more rule bound and independent of the socio-economic characteristics of wiveswhilst that of wives seems to be affected by the socioeconomic characteristics of husbands. Supporting this idea, male behaviour was more sensitive to the level of female contributions than vice versa. These features of the data suggest that there are no agreed sharing rules at the household level, possibly pointing to different norms of reciprocity and fairness across men and women. Adding further ammunition to these indications of systematic differences in male and female behaviour, male allocators were found to behave in accordance with theoretical predictions by responding to changes in endowments, while no similar response was observed for female allocators.
Conjugal contracts are not static but vary both historically and over the course of a marriage and we see this reflected in our findings on the behaviour of spouses in relation to individual characteristics: older women contribute less compared to younger ones, and husbands contribute less when wives are older. This may conceal a historical effect -since both spouses contribute less when they are older it may speak of an earlier more individualised conjugal contract in the past which continues to govern norms for older couples. Or it may be an aspect of a domestic development cycle whereby younger couples who are building families with younger children are engaged in a kind of 'reproductive cooperation' which induces a greater commitment to joint ventures (eg in relation to education costs) than in later stages when the imperatives for cooperation are weaker. The factors that shape the intensity and character of cooperation between spouses are likely to produce age specific effects.
Contributions to the pooled fund are higher in the Christian Sironko than in the Muslim Bufumbo. We had originally thought that we may find two very distinctive forms of conjugality in Sironko and Bufumbo, but the qualitative fieldwork failed to identify clearly distinctive religious identities. 11 A more likely explanation may lie in the different cropping patterns of the two areas. Bananas and coffee dominate the upland Bufumbo farming system, and maize and beans the lowland Sironko farming system. The gender division of labour is likely to be very different in each location, with a lower level of women's labour involved in perennial coffee and banana, and a more sex segregated pattern of labour and control, and a higher level of more sex sequential operations in maize and bean cultivation. 12 Whatever the sources of the differences in behaviour, their pronounced nature strongly suggests that a 'onesize fits all' model of the household is unlikely to be satisfactory. 11 There was no veiling or seclusion of Muslim women, only a minority of Muslim men marking their identity with caps, the response was blank incomprehension when asked about religious identity in relation to marriage, and indeed a number of marriages were between Muslims and Christians. 12 See Whitehead (1985) . Elements of agricultural production may be gendered at the level of the whole crop, i.e. sex segregated, or through interdigitated processes in a single enterprise, i.e. sex sequential (e.g. maize where men plough, women plant, women weed, both sexes harvest, women process and men market). 
